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BANKRUPTCY
GENERAL
 CONVERSION. An involuntary Chapter 11 petition was filed 
against a farm debtor who did not contest the filing. The debtors 
were able to obtain debtor-in-possession financing of operations 
but only in exchange for the sale of almost all of the estate assets. 
A Chapter 11 plan was nearly confirmed but failed because of 
too liberal releases granted to several creditors. The debtors filed 
for dismissal of the case. The creditors sought conversion of the 
case to Chapter 7 or the appointment of a Chapter 11 trustee to 
complete the liquidation of the estate. The court held that, because 
the debtor was a farmer under the bankruptcy rules, no conversion 
was allowed without the consent of the debtor. The court also held 
that, although the appointment of the Chapter 11 trustee could 
be possible, the appointment was denied because it amounted to 
a de facto conversion to Chapter 7 since the only purpose of the 
trustee was the complete liquidation of the estate. In addition, the 
court noted that the estate had little or no assets, except a highly 
contingent law suit, for payment for the administration of a Chapter 
11 trustee; therefore, the appointment of the trustee was not in the 
best interests of the creditors. In re Berwick Black Cattle Co., 
2009 Bankr. LEXIS 58 (Bankr. C.D. Ill. 2009).
 ESTATE PROPERTY. The debtor filed for Chapter 7 in March 
2008 and, in May 2008, the debtor received a payment under the 
Economic Stimulus Act of 2008, which was enacted in February 
2008. The trustee sought turnover of the payment into the estate. 
The trustee argued that the payment was made on the basis of the 
2007 tax return; therefore, the debtor had a pre-petition contingent 
interest in the payment. The debtor argued that the payment was 
a refund of future 2008 taxes and should be prorated to include 
only the portion of the tax year occurring prior to the bankruptcy 
filing. The court held that, under either case, the payment was estate 
property because the payment was made independent of the amount 
of taxes paid in either year. In re Schwinn, 2009-1 U.S. Tax Cas. 
(CCH) ¶ 50,181 (Bankr. D. Kan. 2009).
FEDERAL TAX
 AUTOMATIC STAY. The debtor filed for Chapter 13 in August 
2007 and the IRS filed assessment of employment taxes against 
the debtor’s company prior to the bankruptcy filing.  After the 
bankruptcy filing and with knowledge of the bankruptcy filing, an 
IRS agent attempted to obtain information from the debtor about the 
company. The debtor filed an action for  violation of the automatic 
stay. The court held that the attempt to collect information was not 
barred by the automatic stay since no attempt was made to collect 
any taxes. In addition, the court held that the debtor’s claim was 
barred for failure to exhaust administrative remedies with the IRS 
for violations of the automatic stay. In re Douglas, 2009-1 U.S. 
Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,178 (Bankr. D. Kan. 2009).
 DISCHARGE. The debtor filed for Chapter 7 in September 
2001. The debtor owed taxes for 1998 for which the debtor filed 
a timely return. The debtor notified the IRS that a discharge of 
the taxes would be sought in the case but the IRS did not respond 
or object to the discharge. A discharge was granted in 2002 and 
the case was closed. The IRS sought to collect the 1998 taxes in 
2006 and the debtor sought a ruling that the taxes were discharged. 
The court held that the taxes were entitled to priority status under 
Section 507(a)(8) because the tax return for the taxes was due 
within three years of the bankruptcy petition. The court also held 
that the priority tax claims were not discharged in the bankruptcy 
case because there was no specific order discharging the taxes, 
even though the IRS failed to participate in the case. Okula v. 
Comm’r, T.C. Summary Op. 2009-13.
 The debtor filed for Chapter 13 and the IRS filed a secured 
claim for unpaid taxes in the case. The IRS and debtor signed an 
agreement which was approved by the court and which provided 
that the debtor’s plan would pay the entire IRS claim plus interest. 
The claim was adjustable as needed after the debtor filed returns 
for the years in issue. The agreement did not specifically state 
the interest amount and the confirmed plan contained only the 
amount of the IRS secured claim. The trustee made plan payments 
which totaled the amount of the claim but no interest payments 
and the debtor received a discharge. The IRS sought payment 
of the interest and the debtor argued that all IRS claims were 
discharged. The debtor argued that the IRS had waived its rights 
to the interest because the IRS failed to include interest in its 
claim and failed to object to the discharge. The court held that 
the IRS claim survived the bankruptcy discharge but warned that 
the IRS should include the interest rate in any claims so that the 
trustee has notice of the need to make interest payments. The court 
implied that failure to include an interest rate could lead to denial 
of interest for discharged IRS claims. In re Broadus, 2009-1 U.S. 
Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,214 (Bankr. S.D. Ala. 2009).
 FEDERAL ESTATE
AND GIFT TAXATION
 JURISDICTION. The executor of the decedent’s estate 
brought an action in state court to determine the priorities of 
creditors’ claims against the estate. The IRS, one of the named 
defendants, removed the action to the Federal District Court 
which sua sponte examined its jurisdiction over the case. The 
court held that the probate court exception to federal jurisdiction 
over IRS claims applied to deny the Federal District Court 
jurisdiction over a case where estate property remained under 
the custody of a state court. The court noted that many claims 
in the case were not subject to federal jurisdiction and a ruling 
as to the IRS claim would affect the claims solely under state 
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court jurisdiction. The case was remanded back to the state court. 
Butler v. Kosin, 2009-1 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,193 (W.D. 
Va. 2009).
 VALUATION. The decedent had won a state lottery prize 
which was to be paid out over 26 years in annual installments. 
On the decedent’s date of death, 15 installments remained to be 
paid. The estate received a lump sum distribution from the state 
for $2,275,867 which was reduced to $1,547,045 after withheld 
federal and state taxes. The IRS valued the right to receive the 
installment payments based on the annuity tables of I.R.C. § 
7520 at $2,775,209, almost $500,000 more than the gross amount 
distributed by the state. The issue discussed by the court was 
whether the annuity tables were the only method of valuing 
lottery installment payments or whether the transferability of the 
payments affected the value to reduce the value determined by the 
tables. The court held that the annuity tables were not accurate 
in determining lottery installment payments but refused to grant 
summary judgment to the estate because there was insufficient 
expert testimony on a valid means of valuing such payments 
in this case. On appeal the court held that the I.R.C. § 7520 
annuity tables were not unrealistic and unreasonable because 
the tables included an assumption that annuity payments were 
non-marketable assets; therefore, the IRS use of the tables was 
sufficient to value the lottery payments.  Negron v. United States, 
2009-1 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 60,571 (6th Cir. 2008), rev’g 
and rem’g, 2007-1 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 60,541 (N.D. Ohio 
2007).
 FEDERAL INCOME 
TAXATION
 ANNUITIES.  The IRS has published actuarial tables, 
under I.R.C. § 7520, for interest rates below 2.2 percent. IRS 
publications 1457, 1458 and 1459 have the factors for interest 
rates from 2.2 percent to 22 percent. The interest rates are based 
on 120 percent of the applicable federal rates for mid-term loans. 
See 20 Agric. L. Dig. 23 (2009) for the February 2009 rates. 
Notice 2009-18, I.R.B. 2009-10.
 CAPITAL GAINS. The taxpayers, husband and wife, had 
long-term capital gains, long-term capital losses and negative 
taxable income in a tax year. The taxpayers reduced the capital 
gains by the amount of negative taxable income before reducing 
the capital losses by the amount of left over capital gains, resulting 
in a larger carryover of capital losses than would be the case if 
all of the captial gains were used to reduce the capital losses. The 
court held that I.R.C. § 1222(8) was clear that all capital gains 
must be used to offset capital losses to determine the amount of 
capital losses available for carryover to other tax years. Morris 
v. Comm’r, T.C. Summary Op. 2009-15.
 CASUALTY LOSSES. The taxpayers, husband and wife, 
purchased an unimproved lot and hired a general contractor to 
build a residence on the property. The contractor made several 
errors in construction which resulted in an initial denial of an 
occupancy permit and required substantial repairs. The contractor 
eventually filed for bankruptcy and the taxpayer claimed casualty 
and theft losses for the costs incurred to repair the property to 
usable condition. The court held that damage caused by faulty 
construction was not eligible for a casualty loss deduction because 
the loss was not the result of a sudden and unexpected event. 
The court acknowledged that some construction loss cases have 
allowed a casualty loss where the construction error resulted in 
a landslide or other unexpected event outside of the construction 
error. In addition, the court noted that some of the costs were 
incurred because the taxpayers failed to promptly make repairs 
which were not costly in themselves but resulted in further costs. 
Grief v. Comm’r, T.C. Summary Op. 2009-18.
 CORPORATIONS
 DISTRIBUTIONS. The IRS has issued temporary regulations 
under I.R.C. §§  367(a), 367(b) and 1248(a) which revise existing 
final regulations concerning transfers of stock to a foreign 
corporation that are described in section 351 by reason of I.R.C. 
§ 304(a)(1). The temporary regulations under I.R.C. § 1248(a) 
provide that, for purposes of I.R.C. § 1248(a), gain recognized by a 
shareholder under I.R.C. § 301(c)(3) in connection with the receipt 
of a distribution of property from a foreign corporation with respect 
to its stock shall be treated as gain from the sale or exchange of 
the stock of such foreign corporation. The temporary regulations 
affect persons who transfer stock to a foreign corporation in a 
transaction described in I.R.C. § 304(a)(1), or certain persons that 
recognize gain under I.R.C. § 301(c)(3) in connection with the 
receipt of a distribution of property from a foreign corporation 
with respect to its stock. 74 Fed. Reg. 6824 (Feb. 11, 2009).
 ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP ASSISTANCE. The IRS has 
issued a coordinated issue paper stating that payments received 
by corporate owners or operators of underground storage tanks, in 
the form of payments from state financial assurance funds or other 
state underground storage tank cleanup reimbursement programs, 
are not nonshareholder contributions to capital under I.R.C. § 
118(a). Therefore, amounts from state financial assurance funds 
or other reimbursement programs are included in gross income 
under I.R.C. § 61(a). Coordinated Issue - Petroleum and Retail 
Industries - Leaking Underground Storage Tank Remediation 
Reimbursement Program (Feb. 5, 2009).
 DISASTER LOSSES.  On January 2, 2009, the president 
determined that certain areas in New Hampshire are eligible 
for assistance from the government under the Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. § 5121) as a result 
of a severe winter storm, which began on December 11, 2008. 
FEMA-1812-DR. On January 2, 2009, the president determined 
that certain areas in Massachusetts are eligible for assistance 
from the government under the Act as a result of a severe winter 
storm, which began on December 11, 2008. FEMA-1813-DR. 
On January 5, 2009, the president determined that certain areas 
in Hawaii are eligible for assistance from the government under 
the Act as a result of a severe storms and flooding, which began 
on December 10, 2008. FEMA-1814-DR.  On January 9, 2009, 
the president determined that certain areas in Maine are eligible 
for assistance from the government under the Act as a result of 
a severe winter storm and flooding, which began on December 
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11, 2008. FEMA-1815-DR. On January 14, 2009, the president 
determined that certain areas in Vermont are eligible for 
assistance from the government under the Act as a result of 
a severe winter storm, which began on December 11, 2008. 
FEMA-1816-DR. Taxpayers who sustained losses attributable 
to these disasters may deduct the losses on their 2007 returns. 
The president on January 13, 2009, determined that certain areas 
in the District of Columbia are eligible for assistance under the 
Act as a result of the 56th Presidential Inauguration during the 
period of January 17-21, 2009. FEMA-3300-EM. Accordingly, 
taxpayers in the District of Columbia may deduct the losses on 
their 2008 federal income tax returns.
 The IRS has released a fact sheet, containing highlights of 
provisions of the National Disaster Relief Act of 2008, Subtitle 
B of Title VII of the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act 
of 2008 (Pub. L. No. 110-343), which provide tax relief for 
victims of federally declared disasters occurring after December 
31, 2007, and before January 1, 2010. Some of the provisions 
discuss include: (1) an expansion of the availability of the 
casualty loss deduction to include not only individual taxpayers 
who itemize, but also, those who claim the standard deduction; 
(2) an increase, for tax years beginning in 2009, in the amount 
by which all individual taxpayers must reduce their personal 
casualty losses from each casualty from $100 to $500 (the $100 
floor returns for tax years beginning after 2009); (3) a waiver of 
the requirement that the net casualty loss deduction be allowed 
only if the casualty loss exceeds 10 percent of the individual’s 
adjusted gross income; (4) a deduction for 50 percent of the cost 
of qualifying property in addition to the regular depreciation 
allowance that is normally available, and an increase in the 
limits that can be expensed for qualifying Section 179 property; 
the creation of a special five-year net operating loss carryback 
period for qualified disaster losses; and (5) an election to deduct, 
rather than capitalize, certain qualified disaster cleanup expenses. 
FS-2009-8, Jan. 23, 2009.
 DOMESTIC PRODUCTION DEDUCTION. The IRS has 
issued a memorandum addressing the proper method of allocation 
and apportionment under Treas. Reg. §§ 1.861-8 and 1.861-14 
and Temp. Treas. Reg. §§ 1.861-8T and 1.861-14T of prior period 
compensation expense deductions for purposes of computing 
a taxpayer’s qualified production activities income (QPAI) as 
defined in I.R.C. § 199(c)(1). Treas. Reg. § 1.199-4(a) and (d) 
requires, for purposes of computing QPAI, that certain taxpayers 
use the “section 861 method,” which incorporates Treas. Reg. §§ 
1.861-8 and 1.861-14 and Temp. Treas. Reg. §§ 1.861-8T and 
1.861-14T. Prior period compensation expense is compensation 
expense that is deductible by a taxpayer in the current taxable 
year that relates to labor or personal services performed for the 
taxpayer in a prior taxable year or years. The IRS stated that  the 
Section 861 method requires the determination of the factual 
relationship of a deduction to a class of gross income and to the 
statutory and residual groupings of gross income. Accordingly, 
some currently deductible expenses that relate to a prior period 
(even if that period predates the effective date of Section 199) 
may properly be allocated and apportioned to gross income 
attributable to domestic production gross receipts in a taxable 
year in which the taxpayer generates domestic production gross 
receipts. IRS Advice Memorandum AM 2009-001.
 EXPENSE METHOD DEPRECIATION. The taxpayer 
owned and operated a tractor trailer as an S corporation. The 
corporation obtained hauling jobs from another transportation 
company. The taxpayer purchased another vehicle for use 
between hauling jobs to travel to and from the transportation 
company warehouse to the taxpayer’s brother’s residence where 
the taxpayer would stay until another hauling job was assigned. 
The taxpayer claimed the entire cost of the vehicle as expense 
method depreciation deduction. The IRS disallowed the deduction 
for failure to substantiate any business purpose for the vehicle. 
The court upheld the denial of the deduction, holding that the 
costs of commuting between work and a residence are personal 
expenses and the taxpayer failed to prove any other business use 
which would support the expense method depreciation deduction. 
Singh v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2009-36.
 IRA. The taxpayer’s bank paid funds erroneously into the 
taxpayer’s IRA in an amount in excess of the allowed contribution 
amount. The error was not discovered for several years when 
the withdrawal of the excess funds would incur a penalty. The 
IRS ruled that the amount of nondeductible funds erroneously 
deposited in the IRA would be an “investment in the contract” 
and not included in taxable income to the extent no deduction 
was taken from the deposit in the IRA. Ltr. Rul. 200904029, 
Oct. 30, 2008.
 INNOCENT SPOUSE. The taxpayer and spouse had invested 
in a limited partnership tax shelter and claimed substantial 
losses and deductions from the pass-through entity which were 
eventually disallowed. The taxpayer sought innocent spouse 
relief from the resulting tax deficiency, arguing that the taxpayer’s 
spouse was relied upon for all investment and tax decisions. 
The court denied innocent spouse relief because, although the 
taxpayer reasonably relied on the spouse’s knowledge, the 
taxpayer was aware of all investments, tax deductions claimed 
and the risky nature of the tax benefits claimed. Equitable relief 
was also denied because the taxpayer had knowledge of the 
potential understatement of tax and failed to demonstrate that 
the taxpayer would suffer economic hardship from joint liability 
for the deficiency. Greer v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2009-20.
 INVENTORY EXPENSES. The taxpayer purchased new 
manufactured homes for resale. The homes were placed on leased 
land which was used by independent contractor sales agents to 
sell the homes to the public. The court held that the expenses 
of the lots had to be capitalized in the cost of the homes sold 
on the lots because the homes were not merely stored on the 
lots or merely sold from the lots to retail customers but were 
also sold to the independent agents who then sold the homes to 
retail customers. LOAD, Inc. v. Comm’r, 2009-1 U.S. Tax Cas. 
(CCH) ¶ 50,194 (9th Cir. 2009), aff’g, T.C. Memo. 2007-51.
 PARTNERSHIPS
 ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENTS. The IRS has issued 
proposed regulations under I.R.C. § 6231 that allow the IRS 
to convert partnership items to nonpartnership items when 
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the application of the unified partnership audit and litigation 
procedures of I.R.C. §§ 6221 through 6234 (TEFRA partnership 
procedures) with respect to certain tax avoidance transactions 
interferes with the effective and efficient enforcement of the 
internal revenue laws. The regulations affect taxpayers who have 
engaged in a listed transaction through an entity subject to the 
TEFRA partnership procedures. 74 Fed. Reg. 7205 (Feb. 13, 
2009).
 PASSIVE INVESTMENT LOSSES.  The taxpayer sought to 
qualify partnership losses as non-passive investment losses under 
I.R.C. § 469 because the taxpayer was eligible for the Treas. Reg. 
§ 1.469-5T(a)(1) exception where a taxpayer performs at least 
500 hours of participation in the business. The court held that the 
taxpayer failed to provide sufficient evidence of the number of 
hours worked in the business. The taxpayer had provided only 
vague, self-serving testimony of the number of hours worked and 
no written documentation to support the testimony. the appellate 
court affirmed in an opinion designated as not for publication. 
Dean v. I.R.S., 2009-1 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,185 (9th Cir. 
2008), aff’g, 2007-2 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,845 (D. Wash. 
2007).
 PENSION PLANS.  For plans beginning in February 2009 for 
purposes of determining the full funding limitation under I.R.C. § 
412(c)(7), the 30-year Treasury securities annual interest rate for 
this period is 3.13 percent, the corporate bond weighted average 
is 6.32 percent, and the 90 percent to 100 percent permissible 
range is 5.69 percent to 6.32 percent. Notice 2009-16, I.R.B. 
2009-8.
 RETURNS . The taxpayer failed to file a timely 2004 income 
tax return until an assessment, based on a substitute return 
constructed by the IRS, was made. The taxpayer claimed that the 
taxpayer was under severe strain from caring for an ill spouse 
and child while working full time and working on their farm. The 
IRS assessed a penalty under I.R.C. § 6651(a) for failure to file a 
timely return. The taxpayer argued that the strains of caring for 
an ill spouse and child were reasonable cause for the failure to 
file a timely return. The court noted that, although the taxpayer 
was hard-pressed by circumstances, the taxpayer was otherwise 
able to pay bills, perform farm chores and assist in the care of the 
spouse and child. The court held that the failure to file penalty 
was properly assessed. A penalty for failure to pay was removed 
because the court found that the IRS failed to demonstrate that 
any tax was owed. Halbin v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2009-18.
 SELF-EMPLOYMENT. The taxpayer was a plumber and 
worked for another plumbing company on jobs obtained by that 
company. Although the taxpayer used the taxpayer’s tools and 
worked without supervision, the location of the job, the supplies 
used and the work to be performed each day were provided by the 
company. The court held that the taxpayer was an employee and 
not liable for self-employment tax. A second issue was created 
by an arrangement between the taxpayer and the company under 
which the company did not declare the amounts paid to the 
taxpayer as labor cost deductions, allowing the taxpayer to not 
pay income tax on the amounts received. However, in one tax 
year, the company decided to claim the payments as deductible 
labor costs and issued a Form 1099-MISC to the taxpayer. The 
taxpayer failed to include the payments in income and was 
assessed an accuracy-related penalty. The court held that the 
penalty was properly assessed because the Form 1099 put the 
taxpayer on notice that the employer was no longer treating the 
wages the same. Hough v. Comm’r, T.C. Summary Op. 2009-
14.
 TRADE OR BUSINESS. The taxpayer had gains and losses 
from the trading of securities for the taxpayer’s benefit. The 
taxpayer did not trade for customers. The taxpayer initially 
claimed the gains and losses on Schedule D but also claimed 
deductions on Schedule C for the trading activity. The taxpayer 
argued that the trading was frequent and extensive enough to be 
considered a trade or business. The court held that the trading 
activity did not rise to the level of a trade or business because the 
activity for personal investment, the taxpayer did not substantiate 
the losses and the taxpayer did not make the I.R.C. § 475(f) 
election to use the mark-to-market method of accounting. Furey 
v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2009-35.
 TRAVEL EXPENSES. The taxpayer was employed as an 
airline mechanic in Minnesota but was threatened with a lay-off. 
Instead, the taxpayer took a similar position in Wisconsin with the 
same company until another position opened in Minnesota. The 
taxpayer’s family stayed in Minnesota and the taxpayer rented 
a residence in Wisconsin.  Thus, the taxpayer’s employment 
in Wisconsin was indefinite, although the taxpayer intended to 
return to Minnesota when a job became available. The taxpayer 
claimed expenses for travel, meals and lodging in Wisconsin. 
The court held that the employment in Wisconsin was not 
temporary because the taxpayer had no idea when the taxpayer’s 
employment in Wisconsin would end; therefore, the taxpayer’s 
residence was in Wisconsin and expenses for travel, meals and 
lodging were not deductible.  Wilbert v. Comm’r, 2009-1 U.S. 
Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶ 50,171 (7th Cir. 2009), aff’g, T.C. Memo. 
2007-152.
 TRUSTS. An irrevocable trust was established for one 
beneficiary with the remainder to pass to the children of the 
beneficiary and to any children of a predeceased child of the 
beneficiary. One child of the beneficiary had died. The beneficiary 
petitioned a local court to divide the trust into four trusts, one 
for each living child and one for the descendants of the deceased 
child. The beneficiary retained a life interest in all trusts and the 
original trust assets were evenly divided among the resulting 
trusts. The IRS ruled that the modification of the trust did not 
result in realization of any gain or loss under I.R.C. §§ 61, 1001. 
Ltr. Rul. 200904001, Sept. 29, 2008; Ltr. Rul. 200904014, 
Sept. 29, 2008; Ltr. Rul. 200904015, Sept. 29, 2008; Ltr. Rul. 
200904016, Sept. 29, 2008.
 A trust filed its return on a calendar year basis and made a 
distribution within the first 65 days of a tax year. The distribution 
was included in the previous year’s tax return but the trust failed 
to make the election under I.R.C. § 663(b). The IRS granted an 
extension of time to file the election. Ltr. Rul. 200904020, Sept. 
29, 2008.
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Special 20th Anniversary Sale
The Agricultural Law Press celebrates its 20 years of publishing in agricultural law with a series of special 
sales of its publications over the next few months.
During January-February 2009, purchase the Principles of Agricultural Law for only $100 
postpaid (regularly $115) and receive your first update (August 2009) free.
PRINCIPLES OF AGRICULTURAL LAW
by Roger A. McEowen & Neil E. Harl
 The Agricultural Law Press presents a special sale on college-level textbook covering the major areas of agricultural law, 
including:
Table of Contents
   Chapter 1  Introduction to Agricultural Law and the Legal System Chapter 8  Estate Planning 
 Chapter 2  Contracts Chapter 9  Business Planning
 Chapter 3  Secured Transactions Chapter 10 Cooperatives
 Chapter 4  Negotiable Instruments Chapter 11  Civil Liabilities
 Chapter 5  Bankruptcy Chapter 12  Criminal Liabilities
 Chapter 6  Income Tax Planning Chapter 13  Water Law
    and Management Chapter 14  Environmental Law
 Chapter 7  Real Property Chapter 15  Regulatory Law
   Glossary, Table of cases, Index
 Semi-annual updates: A unique feature of this textbook is that it is published in looseleaf form with semi-annual updates which can 
be incorporated directly into the book, making the book as timely as it is comprehensive. Although the book is designed as a textbook, 
it also serves as an excellent first resource for many questions on agricultural law. All adopting instructors will receive complimentary 
updates for their texts. Students and other owners may obtain the updates by subscription. Finally, a textbook which never goes out of 
date.
The Authors:
 Roger A. McEowen, is Leonard Dolezal Professor in Agricultural  Law, Iowa State University, and Director of the ISU Center for 
Agricultural Law and Taxation. He is a member of the Kansas and Nebraska Bars, and Honorary Member of the Iowa Bar. Professor 
McEowen has also been a visiting professor of law at the University of Arkansas School of Law, Fayetteville, Arkansas, where he taught 
in both the J.D. and agricultural law L.L.M. programs. Professor McEowen has published many scholarly articles on agricultural law. 
He is also the lead author for The Law of the Land, a 300 page book on agricultural law.  Professor McEowen received a B.S. with 
distinction from Purdue University in Economics in 1986, an M.S. in Agricultural Economics from Iowa State University in 1990, and 
a J.D. from The Drake University School of Law in 1991.
 Neil E. Harl is one of the country’s foremost authorities on agricultural law. Dr. Harl is a member of the Iowa Bar, Charles F. Curtiss 
Distinguished Professor in Agriculture and Emeritus Professor of Economics at Iowa State University, and author of the 14 volume 
treatise, Agricultural Law, the one volume Agricultural Law Manual, the Farm Income Tax Manual, and numerous articles on agricultural 
law and economics.
Purchase Offer
 To purchase your copy at this special price, send $100 by check to Agricultural Law Press, P.O. Box 835, Brownsville, OR 97327. 
The Principles may also be ordered online, www.agrilawpress.com, using your credit card through the PayPal secure online system. 
Be sure to use the “multiple publication” price of $100. The book will include the January 2009 update and you will receive the August 
2009 update free of charge. Subsequent semi-annual updates are available for $50 per year.
